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Chapter 6

Recruiting and Selecting
Child "Welfare Staff
Michelle 1. Graef, Megan E. Paul, and Tara L. Myers

A s you sit at your desk on Friday afternoon, completing the terfimination paperwork for yet another employee, your thoughts
wander. How could this happen again? Sue seemed like such a good
hire. Her resume looked great, and her application listed a number of
relevant degrees. She said all the right things in the hiring interviewwhy, she had the best answer yet to your favorite question about what
vegetable she would choose to be! She even said she already knew all
about what the job was like and what to expect, which sure saved time
during the interview by eliminating the need to go over all the usual
stuff. Her previous employer gave a glowing report on her past performance during the reference check.Your gut said Sue was going to
be a great addition to the team. Now, a month later, she is gone, and
you are back at square one. What went wrong?
Sound familiar? Staff responsible for hiring child welfare workers
may feel that they encounter this scenario too frequently. Although
issues beyond the agency's control may have prompted Sue's departure,
the organization could have done much to positively affect her job performance and retention. In this chapter, the focus is on recruiting and
selecting new staff and on the steps agencies can take to ensure that they

The authors gratefully acknowledge the contributions of the following past and current University of
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chapter: Mark Cooper, Bruce Doll, Erick Hill, Ed Holland, and Kris Yates.
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are doing the best possible job to attract and hire a high-performing,
committed workforce. This chapter reviews a number of strategies for
improving recruitment and selection processes and provides case examples from the authors' work with child protection agencies in several
states. These projects have been accomplished by a team of researchers
at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln's Center on Children, Families,
and the Law (CCFL). Some of the techniques described here will be
familiar, whereas others are less well known in human service settings.
All of the techniques are supported by empirical research, and readers are encouraged to refer to the references at the end of the chapter
for more detailed information. Nevertheless, it is important to emphasize a caveat:Although research may show support for the use of a particular tool for a similar job or in a similar setting, it is critical that
organizations marshal evidence to demonstrate the necessity and job
relatedness of these tools for their agency. For this, the authors recommend the use of a consultant in industrial-organizational (1-0) psychology. These professionals have received specialized training in the
methods discussed here, and they can help agencies develop tools customized for a particular setting and ensure that selected measures are
valid, legally defensible, fairly implemented, and cost effective. 1-0 psychologists can often be found as university faculty members or can be
located through their professional association, the Society for Industrial
and Organizational Psychology (SlOP; Division 14 of the American
Psychological Association), at www.siop.org.

Job Analysis: A Critical First Step
Before implementing any of the strategies described in this chapter,
agencies should perform a job analysis. Job analysis is a process for
dissecting a job into its component parts: the tasks that are performed
on the job and the requisite knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) for successfully performing the tasks. Although
a thorough job analysis requires a significant investment of time, its benefits cannot be overstated. The information obtained will support the
development of a variety of personnel systems, including recruitment,
selection, training needs assessment, performance appraisal,job design
and enrichment,job evaluation and compensation, and career development and planning (Gael, 1988). Brannick and Levine (2002) have written a very readable introduction to the methods and uses ofjob analysis.
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A variety of methods exist for conducting a job analysis, and
although it is beyond the scope of this chapter to describe them all, a
brief description of a hybrid method successfully used in the authors'
work with human services agencies follows. The results of job analyses serve as a foundation for the development of several tools used for
recruitment, selection, training, and performance appraisal.
The first step is to identify subject matter experts (SMEs), or individuals who are well-informed job experts. Typically, these people
include high-performing job incumbents, individuals who supervise
or train new workers in the target position, and those with expertise
in the organization's child welfare policies and work practices.Together,
SMEs develop a comprehensive listing ofjob tasks for each functional
area of the position. Some examples ofjob tasks for child welfare positions include:
• determine the appropriate child protective services response
to referral, based on state statutes and policy guidelines;
• deliver oral testimony in court proceedings; and
• assess child safety on an ongoing basis.
Next, SMEs rate the tasks on their importance, frequency, and difficulty to learn.A summary of these data can help produce a list of core
tasks. Next, SMEs generate a list of KSAOs required for an individual
to perform each of the core tasks. Some examples ofKSAOs for child
welfare positions are:
• knowledge of professional and ethical guidelines for worker
behavior,
• knowledge of the risks to children associated with domestic
violence and spousal abuse,
• skill in recognizing caregiver behavior associated with different types of child abuse and neglect, and
• skill in confronting individuals in a nonjudgmental manner.
Finally, SMEs rate each KSAO on importance and when it may be
needed (e.g., at the time of hire, can be learned on the job, etc.). In
addition, a group of SMEs verify the degree to which each KSAO is
linked to, or required to perform, each core task. For example, for each
critical task, SMEs could rate each KSAO on the following scale:
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• Not relevant. This KSAO is not needed to perform this task.
Having this KSAO would make no difference in the performance of this task.
• Helpful. This KSAO is helpful in performing this task. This
task could be performed without this KSAO, although it
would be more difficult or time consuming.
• Essential. This KSAO is essential to the performance of this
task. Without this KSAO, the employee would not be able to
perform this task.
The SMEs can use the number oflinks each KSAO has to critical
tasks as an index of the relative importance of each KSAO and its subsequent role in the overall selection test plan. The linkage process also
yields rich data for a variety of other purposes, such as planning training curricula and employee development strategies, because it reveals
a comprehensive listing of the knowledge and skills to be mastered to
perform each of the job's critical tasks.

Recruitment
Finding and enticing qualified individuals to apply for child welfare
positions can be a major challenge. Not only do agencies have to attract
individuals to apply, but these individuals must be qualified, capable
workers who are committed to staying. A number of strategies can
improve the recruitment process, however.
When planning to recruit, a clearly written job description is an
essential first step to ensuring that applicants are properly matched to
the needs of the position. The job description should specify KSAOs
necessary to perform the job duties and should indicate the minimum
education, training, and experience requirements for the job. This is
clearly one area in which the benefits of having done a good job analysis will be realized, in that all of the information needed to write an
effective job description will be readily available.

Recruiting Specific Target Populations
Child welfare employers frequently comment that they cannot find
sufficient numbers of applicants. The general aging of the u.s. society
and the cyclical nature of unemployment rates ensure that locating
adequate numbers of job applicants will remain a problem across all
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employment sectors. Traditional sources of potential job applicants for
child welfare positions, such as schools of social work, may offer a pool
of qualified, interested candidates for some agencies. Many agencies
are not located near these schools, however, and some agencies have
therefore experimented with offering bonuses to candidates willing
to relocate to rural locations. It is unclear to what extent these incentives have been successful.
Alternatively, organizations may target nontraditional groups, such as
older baby boomers approaching retirement. The variety of life and job
experiences that older workers would bring to the child welfare field
would be a tremendous asset. Many organizations use strategies such as
offering the opportunity to work part-time through flextime or job
sharing to entice older individuals out of retirement. Recruitment of
these individuals for child welfare positions should emphasize the flexible hours and schedules, social rewards, and health benefits (Doverspike,
Taylor, Shultz, & McKay, 2000). Similarly, recruitment targeting other
specific populations, such as Generation X-ers (individuals born between
1965 and 1980) and people of color, can be made more effective by
attending to specific elements of interest to these individuals (see
Doverspike et al., 2000, for a variety of practical suggestions).

Recruiting Sources
Conventional methods of recruiting include employee referrals, newspaper and trade journal advertisements, college placement offices,job
fairs, and professional associations and meetings. Research on the relative effectiveness of these sources suggests that individuals recruited
through the use of employee referrals may have lower levels of
turnover than those recruited through some of the other sources (see
Rynes, 1991, for a review). Studies examining the effects of these
recruitment sources on employee performance, absenteeism, or worker
attitudes have shown mixed results (Rynes, 1991); thus, researchers
cannot yet determine the relative superiority of one method over
another. In child welfare settings, a number of states use Title IV-Efunded stipends to recruit students through agency internships,
although evidence shows that these incentives alone are insufficient
to retain social workers beyond their employment payback period
(Dickinson & Perry, 2002).
Recent years have seen a dramatic increase in the use of the
Internet for recruitment, although little research guides public sector
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organizations in the development or use of this technology (Cober,
Brown, Blumental, Doverspike, & Levy, 2000). A special issue of the
journal Public Personnel Management (Vol. 29, No. 4,Winter 2000) contains a number of articles on a variety of innovative and Internet-based
recruitment methods, along with practical suggestions for implementation in public sector agencies.

Realistic Recruitment
Agencies should also consider the particular message that they want
to project to potential applicants. They can choose a traditional
approach and endeavor to sell potential applicants on the (real and
imagined) positive aspects of the job. New hires quickly learn the truth
about the job and the organization, however, and if they have been
misled with vague or inaccurate messages, they can easily become disgruntled. Thus, a growing movement toward realistic recruitment has
emerged, offering applicants a view of the organization and the job
that is grounded in both the positive and negative realities of the work.

Providing a Realistic Job Preview
Agencies can provide a realistic job preview (RJP) in a number of ways,
including written materials, videotapes, meetings with incumbent staff,
internships, job site tours, andjob shadowing. A variety of theoretical
explanations support providing candidates with realistic, rather than
solely positive, information (Breaugh & Starke, 2000; Hom & Griffeth,
1995). The goal of the realistic preview is to, in a sense, "vaccinate"
potential applicants with accurate information about the positive and
negative aspects of the job. If, after viewing an RJP, applicants decide
the job does not fit well with their interests, they can self-select out
of the hiring process at an early stage, thereby limiting both applicant
and agency investment. This early self-selection can reduce unnecessary turnover costs incurred by hiring ill-informed applicants who
quit when the reality of the job hits.
Research attempting to evaluate the effectiveness of the realistic
approach has been encouraging but not totally supportive (see
Meglino, Ravlin, & DeNisi, 2000, and Phillips, 1998, for recent
reviews). Studies have examined the relationship between RJPs and
job turnover, performance, and organizational commitment, and the
strongest support has been for the effect of reducing job turnover.
RJPs have improved job survival on the order of approximately 10%
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in business settings (Wanous, 1992). Although this may not appear
to be a significant change, Wanous (1992) noted that the value of
this improvement will depend on the particular organization's cost
of replacing employees, the number of people hired in a given year,
and the rate of job survival (i.e., how long people typically stay in
the job). RJPs will be more useful to an organization as the cost of
replacing employees increases, as the number of people hired each
year increases, and when job survival rates are relatively low
(Wanous, 1992). Clearly, child protection jobs in many agencies
meet these criteria.
It is worth noting that during times of tight labor markets, when
applicants are hard to come by, a realistic message may leave the
employer with too few remaining applicants. The nature of child protection work, however, is too critical to ever fall into the trap of simply filling empty slots with "warm bodies," and the potential gains in
retention offered by a well-executed RJP will be worth the wait for
qualified, committed applicants.
In the first author's experience with one agency, it was beneficial
to determine the actual cost of child protective services staff turnover
for one year, including the administrative costs due to separation,
replacement, and training of new hires. The steps involved in calculating these costs are fairly straightforward and easily replicated (Graef
& Hill, 2000). Mter calculating the costs, agency management can
make an informed decision about the relative benefits of developing
an RJP. In this case, the additional contracted cost of developing a
video-based RJP was slightly less than the cost incurred by the
turnover of a single worker, and as such, the agency viewed it as an
excellent investment that would pay for itself if it prevented even one
unnecessary turnover. Thus, agency management elected to create and
implement an RJP, which all potential child protective services candidates were required to view prior to entry into the agency's selection process.

Developing an RJP
Unfortunately, little information is available regarding specific steps
for developing an RJP, although Wanous (1992, pp. 61-64) offered
some general guidelines to follow. Overall, it appears that the practical details of the design and execution of an RJP are essential to its
success, as are taking specific steps, known as content validation, to
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ensure that the RJP accurately and completely reflects job content
(Hom & Griffeth, 1995). Casually putting together some shots of current workers filmed with a handheld video camera may not result in
a professional-looking product that conveys credibility. Similarly, in the
absence of careful research to identity the critical factors that the RJP
should address, even a professionally fIlmed video will fail. Finally, consideration of when to administer a realistic preview is of utmost importance. An RJP is most effective when used as early in the selection
process as possible, and it has negligible effect on retention if administered after the candidate has been offered the position.
The fIrst author has been involved in the development of three
RJPs for child welfare agencies in two states. The basic steps used in
this process include the following. First, the agency identifIes a group
of SMEs to assist with specifIc content, as well as a subset willing to be
interviewed or to serve as actors in the video. These SMEs generate a
list of positive, negative, and neutral critical incidents, or signifIcant events
that occur on the job, such as receiving a letter of commendation from
the county attorney or having to confront a hostile client.
A larger group of SMEs then rate each of these critical incidents
(presented in a survey format) on the relevance and frequency of the
event in their own experience. Quantitative data analysis reveals the
most frequent positive, negative, and neutral incidents, which are then
grouped into a meaningful set of larger dimensions, such as handling
the stress of the work. If the agency lacks internal resources to produce the video, a local educational television production unit can assist
with fIlming and editing to ensure that a professional-looking product is created. Filming focuses on portraying and interviewing actual
staff about a balanced sample of these positive, negative, and neutral
incidents that frequently occur on the job. Interviews are guided but
unscripted, and a variety of actual job settings are depicted.
One state pilot tested the completed RJP video with a sample of
advanced social work students. Students completed evaluation measures prior to and immediately following the video presentation.
Results showed that watching the video resulted in signifIcant increases
in job knowledge. Moreover, as a result of watching the 25-minute
video, students who were initially interested in the job became more
interested, and students who were initially disinterested in the job
became even less interested.
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Evaluating Recruitment Efforts
As a final note about recruitment, it makes sense to attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of recruiting efforts in some way. Five common
indicators can help in this regard. Yield ratios are the number of applicants divided by the number of new hires. One can calculate yield
ratios to compare the effectiveness of each source of recruitment, such
as newspaper advertisements versus employee referrals. Agencies can
also collect time-lapse data for the overall recruitment process (e.g.,
length of time from an advertisement appearing in a newspaper to the
actual starting date of new hires) and for various intermediate steps in
the process to identify areas in need of improvement.
Clearly, agencies should weigh the cost of various recruitment methods against the outcomes each generates. Agencies can also collect
applicant reactions to various methods. As part of the first author's work
in two states, applicants complete a brief postage-paid response postcard or online survey after viewing the RJP video. These measures
assess applicant reactions to the RJP, the degree to which the video
affected their decision to continue the application process, and their
perceptions of whether the video increased their level of knowledge
about specific facets of the job. Finally, organizational outcomes, such as
job performance and turnover rates for individuals recruited via various methods, are the ultimate indicator of the relative value of each
recruitment method.

Selection
Although recruiting the right people to apply for positions is critical,
using effective methods to guide hiring decisions is even more essential, particularly for jobs involving high-stakes decisions that affect
human safety, such as those in child welfare. The implications of hiring the wrong people can include increased turnover, poor job performance, on-the-job injuries, absenteeism, employee theft, and other
counterproductive behaviors. In addition to these organizational
effects, child welfare hiring mistakes can have potential consequences
for child permanence, client family functioning, and child safety. Thus,
child protection agencies are wise to devise a selection system that
carefully evaluates each potential candidate, to ensure that those hired
have the highest potential to succeed in this stressful, challenging work.
This section presents implications from research and examples from
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the authors' experience to highlight the ways agencies can ensure that
their selection process will identifY promising candidates. The review
first focuses on empirically supported suggestions for improving the
most commonly used selection techniques and follows with a discussion of some innovative strategies that deserve further consideration
in child welfare settings.

Commonly Used Selection Techniques
Results of a telephone survey of a nationwide sample of 53 public
child protective services agencies revealed that, in addition to the
required civil service examinations, nearly all agencies start their selection process with job applications (Graef & Hill, 1997). Most agencies
reported that they complete reference checks, and all stated that they
conduct one or more interviews with candidates. The agencies rarely
reported the use of other types of selection techniques. The problem
is, even through the consistent use of these common techniques, the
child welfare profession has difficulty choosing those applicants who
will do well on the job and stay with the agency. Agencies can improve
the effectiveness of many commonly used techniques, such as applications and interviews, if they correcdy design and implement them.

Applications
Through the use of traditional job applications or preemployment
inquiries, organizations gain basic information about an applicant, such
as name, address, phone number, desired job or position, educational
background, and work history. Agencies usually use applications to
determine whether applicants satisfY the minimum qualifications for
the position, which often include requirements related to education,
experience, and licensure.
Research on the relationship between education and job outcomes
is surprisingly limited. Findings suggest that years of education weakly
predict future job performance (Hunter & Hunter, 1984) and do not
predict future turnover (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000).
Undergraduate and graduate grade point average, however, is a fairly
good predictor of job performance, especially when applicants have
earned the grades within the last five years (Roth, BeVier,
Schippmann, & Switzer, 1996). To date, large-scale studies examining
the relationship between college degrees and job performance across
occupations have not been conducted. It is therefore not clear how
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job performance differs as a function of having a college degree versus no degree, having a bachelor's degree versus a master's degree, or
having one type of degree versus another. The feasibility of such studies is probably limited because most employers establish educational
requirements that reduce the variability of educational backgrounds
among employees. Thus, it is difficult to evaluate the role of education
when employees have similar backgrounds. Despite the intuitive appeal
of the importance of education level and major, the limited available
research indicates that these background characteristics are not predictive of future job performance, at least for certain jobs (Ariss &
Timmins, 1989; Lavigna, 1992).
A field in which there is no shortage of debate about the significance of education in personnel selection is child welfare. Most of the
discussion addresses what level and type of education is most desirable. Unfortunately, the lack of consistent findings suggests that the
controversy is not likely to end soon. Some research indicates that
workers with social work backgrounds do not outperform workers
with other educational backgrounds (e.g., Graef, Potter, & Rohde,
2002; Perry, 2006), but other research indicates some performance
advantages for social workers (e.g., Booz-Allen & Hamilton, 1987;
Dhooper, Royse, & Wolfe, 1990; Olsen & Holmes, 1982; Ryan,
Garnier, Zyphur, & Zhai, 2006; see the July 2006 volume of Research
on Social Work Practice for an extensive discussion).
The results for education and turnover in child welfare are even
more unpredictable. Among the primary findings are no differences
in turnover between different types of undergraduate degrees
(Rosenthal, McDowell, & White, 1998; Graef et al., 2002), higher
turnover among workers with social work degrees (BSW and MSW;
Smith, 2005), no differences in turnover between bachelor's and master's degrees (Rosenthal et al., 1998), higher turnover for master's
degrees than bachelor's degrees (Balfour & Neff, 1993), and higher
turnover for MSWs than BSWs (Lewandowski, 1998). Clearly, additional research is needed to determine the ideal educational background for success in child welfare work.
In addition to providing education information, applications also
provide information about applicants' past experience. In general,
research across industries and occupations indicates that work experience is positively related to job performance, especially when experience is defined as the amount, or frequency, of experience with certain
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job tasks, versus, for example, the length of time in a given job
(Quinones, Ford, & Teachout, 1995).A1though these findings are widely
regarded as evidence of the value of experience as a predictor of future
job performance, only a small number of studies have examined how
applicants' prehire experience relates to subsequent job performance;
most research has examined the relationship between posthire experience and job performance. The applicability of these findings to preemployment experience is therefore likely to depend on the degree of
similarity between the past experience and the target job.
Most of what is known about the relationship between work experience and turnover is limited to the length of time in previous jobs,
rather than the nature or quality of the experience. These findings
indicate that applicants with longer tenure with their previous employers are more likely to stay with a new employer than applicants with
shorter previous tenure (Barrick & Zimmerman, 2005). In addition,
applicants who have left numerous jobs in the past are more likely to
leave a new job in the future (Dickter, Roznowski, & Harrison, 1996;
Judge &Watanabe, 1995; Price & Mueller, 1986).
An equally important, but largely untested, question concerns the
nature or type of previous experience. Research in child welfare indicates that relevant previous experience in the agency or the field prior
to employment in a child welfare position is likely to improve later
retention (Balfour & Neff, 1993; Rosenthal et ai., 1998).
Despite the overwhelming popularity of education and experience
requirements, there is little or no empirical support at this time for the
predictive value of simple education and experience requirements for
personnel selection. One possible reason is that education and experience requirements often serve as proxies for various presumed
knowledge, skills, abilities, accomplishments, and interests. Agencies are
wise to carefully develop minimum requirements through proper job
analysis methods that explicitly identify job-relevant KSAOs, some of
which may be acquired through certain types of education and experience. Levine, Maye, Ulm, and Gordon (1997) present detailed steps
of a unique job analysis method for developing and validating minimum qualifications.
Whereas many government agencies use application information
simply to screen applicants for minimum qualifications, many use
a more formalized process, known as training and experience (T &E)
ratings, for evaluating application information. A variety of T&E
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assessment methods exist, and some are more predictive of future job
performance than others (McDaniel, Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988).
Depending on the method, applicants receive points or ratings for the
amount or type of training and experience, possession of job-related
KSAOs, previous performance of job-specific tasks, or notable past
achievements injob-related areas (Levine,Ash, & Levine, 2004). More
detailed procedures, such as those that assess KSAOs, task experience,
and past accomplishments, require the development of a more indepth, supplemental application that, unlike agency-wide applications, is
tailored to the job in question. Applicants respond by providing selfratings or narratives, depending on the method chosen. Scores are used
to rank-order applicants or identify applicants that meet a minimum
passing score. Studies comparing the validity of the different T &E
methods suggest that the KSAO and past achievement methods are
the best predictors of future performance (McDaniel et al., 1988).
Supplemental applications and T &E assessments are quite popular
in the public sector and a cursory review of current job openings and
application procedures across the nation suggests that child welfare is
no exception. In a partnership with one state agency, the first author
worked with human resource managers to develop a supplemental
application that child protective services applicants complete if they
meet the minimum job qualifications. Candidates provide ratings and
written descriptions of previous training and experience related to
child protectionjob tasks, such as "formally assessing risks or needs for
an individual, family, or community" and "participating in a team
review of client progress."The agency may invite applicants who meet
established scoring guidelines on this assessment to participate in the
next step in the selection process, which is a job interview. Interestingly,
some applicants self-select out of the hiring process at this point due
to the perceived burden of completing this rather short form. Agencies
interested in learning about the process for developing this type of
tool should consider consulting the International Public Management
Association Assessment Council for T &E training opportunities.
Information can be found at their website, www.ipmaac.org.
Regardless of the length, format, or type of application, agencies
should carefully consider the appropriateness of application questions.
It is important that questions do not bear on an applicant's membership in a protected group. Research in this area suggests that illegal or
inappropriate application items, such as age, past and expected salary,
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or marital status, are quite common (Burrington, 1982;Vodanovich &
Lowe, 1992; Wallace, Tye, & Vodanovich, 2000). Many states have laws
and regulations regarding preemployment inquiries, and some states
and agencies publish their own guidelines that outline the lawfulness
or appropriateness of various application questions.
Another issue that employers should be aware of is their recordkeeping obligations for applicant data. Due to the increased use of the
Internet for recruitment and selection, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission has recently issued questions and answers
intended to clarify the definition of applicant in the context of the
Internet and related data processing technology (Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, 2004). This information is available online
at www.gpoaccess.gov.

Reference Checks and Letters of Recommendation
Most agencies CCFL contacted in its 1997 nationwide survey indicated that they asked applicants for references. Typically, an organization will contact these references either by telephone (reference check)
or by mail Oetter of recommendation) and ask for judgments regarding the job applicant's abilities, temperament, attendance, and dates of
employment. Often, the person providing the reference knows little
about the job in question and instead makes inferences about qualities he or she perceives to be relevant.
The truth is that the information provided by references typically
does not predict job performance (Reilly & Chao, 1982). One noteworthy exception is that when an applicant is described negatively by
a reference, the information is usually predictive of future problems on
the job. For the most part, however, organizations have policies that
limit the amount of information human resource departments and
supervisors can give out; thus, a negative evaluation is rare. For example, many organizations only provide job titles and dates of employment. These policies stem from fear of litigation; however, some state
laws protect organizations that provide reference information to
prospective employers (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Moreover, some
organizations have been held liable for knowingly misleading a prospective employer (e.g., by denying information about known tendencies
toward violence).With such statutory and case laws in place, employers may begin to provide more information about past employees.
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Structured Hiring Interviews
Across all types of organizations, one of the most universally used techniques in personnel selection is the interview. Unfortunately, it is often
misused, in an unstructured, free-flowing format, which severely limits its validity and its usefulness for informing hiring decisions
(McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994).As with every other
technique described in this chapter, it is essential that agencies build
a strong foundation for the interview through job analysis. A properly
developed and implemented standardized, structured hiring interview
can contribute reliable, valid information to the selection process. In
addition, structured interviews can enhance the likelihood of favorable verdicts for employers who are faced with an employment discrimination challenge (Williamson, Campion, Malos, Roehling, &
Campion, 1997).
The two predominant types of structured interviews are the behavior description and the situational interview.Janz, Hellervik, and Gilmore
(1986) wrote an excellent, practical guide to developing and using
behavior description interviews. Gary Latham pioneered the development and use of the situational interview (see Latham & Sue-Chan,
1996, for a practical summary). For a discussion of the critical features
of exemplary structured interviews and an overview of implementation issues, refer to Dipboye,Wooten, and Halverson (2004).
Behavior description interviews focus on a candidate's past behavior in situations similar to those encountered on the job, based on the
theory that the best predictor of future behavior is past behavior of a
similar type. The following is an example of a behavior description
interview question:

In contrast to the behavioral description interview, the situational
interview elicits how candidates think they would behave in a specific
hypothetical situation that they may encounter on the job in the future.
The underlying theory is that the best predictor of future behavior is
a person's behavioral intentions. An example of a typical situational
interview question is as follows:
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Pulakos and Schmitt (1995) compared evidence of the effectiveness of each type of interview and found that behavior description
interviews did a better job of predicting job performance than situational interviews. With proper development and administration,
including interviewer training, however, both types of structured interviews are effective selection tools (see Eder & Harris, 1999, for a comprehensive review).
1-0 psychologists at CCFL have developed a standardized, structured hiring interview for use with applicants for child protection positions in one state agency. This interview protocol employs a
combination of both the behavior description and situational question formats, to capitalize on the relative merits of each. The results of
ajob analysis revealed a small subset ofKSAOs that an interview format could appropriately assess. For each KSAO, a team ofSMEs, primarily job incumbents and supervisors, developed a pool of behavior
description and situational interview questions. After a series of extensive revisions and pilot testing, the team produced a final interview
instrument. Interviewers score applicant responses to the interview
questions using behavioral rating forms that provide detailed indicators of acceptable, marginal, unacceptable, and "red flag" responses.
Trained interviewing teams conduct these interviews.
The results from statewide use of this interview protocol have been
encouraging. During pilot testing, job candidates reported that the
questions appear very job relevant but challenging, due to the unanticipated and unique nature of the questions. In response to this initial feedback, the candidates now review the interview questions on
a laminated sheet (without the scoring rubric, of course) in a supervised setting for 15 minutes prior to the beginning of their interviews.
The goal of this innovation was to encourage candidates to reflect on
their past experiences and provide more thoughtful responses to the
questions.All candidates also have the laminated sheet to refer to during the interview, so that they receive a visual, as well as oral, presentation of each interview question. This minor change in the conduct
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of the interview greatly improved the quantity and quality of the information that candidates provided, and it virtually eliminated the need
for interviewers to repeat or clarify the interview questions.
Interviewer training. Because human judgment is an integral component of personnel decision making, agencies must train all individuals who conduct hiring interviews. The goal of this training is
to establish a common frame of reference so that all interviewers
approach the task from a similar perspective and use the evaluation
criteria in a similar manner. Consistency of ratings across interviewers is necessary to establish a high level of reliability and to
ensure standardization of the interview process. Interviewer training is an effective mechanism for achieving these goals (Huffcutt &
Woehr, 1999).
To this end, CCFL researchers developed training for hiring teams
of supervisors and human resource managers on how to properly
implement the structured hiring interview described in the previous
section. This training uses a variety of interactive, experiential activities, including viewing and rating of videotapes of simulated job applicants responding to the actual interview questions. Mter initial
presentations regarding the theory, structure, and development of the
interview protocol, trainers work with trainees to help them develop
a common understanding and interpretation of each interview question and the accompanying behavioral anchors for scoring applicant
responses. The trainee group builds consensus in their approach to
evaluating candidates through repeated viewing of simulated candidates' responses, independent ratings of these responses, and group discussion and explanation of trainees' ratings. After their initial
adaptation to this new style ofjob interviewing, interviewers note that
they appreciate the consistency in the candidate rating and scoring
process as well as the clear link between each interview question and
the job requirements.

Innovative Selection Techniques
In addition to improving their current selection techniques, agencies
should consider expanding their selection repertoire to include some
promising alternative practices, many of which have already experienced
a long history of successful use in other fields. The proposed selection
techniques fall into three broad categories: tests and inventories, work
samples and situational exercises, and biographical information.
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Tests and Inventories
Several types of instruments fall in the category of tests and inventories. Technically and legally speaking, all personnel selection procedures (including application blanks, reference checks, and interviews)
are considered tests, but this section is limited to the major types of
written tests that are most relevant to selection of child welfare
employees: cognitive ability tests, personality inventories, integrity tests,
and critical thinking tests.
Cognitive ability tests. Cognitive ability tests (also known as
general intelligence or general mental ability tests) assess abilities associated with thinking, such as reasoning, language and reading
comprehension, listening and writing ability, memory, visual
and auditory perception, and ideational and word fluency (Carroll,
1993). Decades of research and thousands of studies show that
cognitive ability tests are one of the best predictors of both training
and job performance across all organizations and all job types,
especially those that are complex (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmidt
& Hunter, 1998).
A large number of employers outside of the human services professions have used cognitive ability tests for many years to assess .candidates and make hiring decisions that maximize subsequent employee
job performance. Within child welfare, there appears to be no published information about the use of cognitive ability tests for selection.
The authors conducted a study to assess the predictive ability of a cognitive ability test for child protective service workers in one state and
found that cognitive ability predicted multiple performance dimensions. Employees with high cognitive ability scores were more likely
to receive high performance ratings on such tasks as arranging services; composing reports; evaluating and monitoring safety, risk, and
progress; and gathering information (Graef et al., 2002).
The long history of intelligence testing has resulted in a great number of well-designed, commercially available tests. Such tests are likely
to target either general cognitive ability, through the assessment of
multiple abilities, or specific, individual cognitive abilities. In the
absence of clear evidence about the need for specific cognitive abilities in child welfare, a test that measures general cognitive ability is
likely to be the preferred approach. Cognitive abilities tests are relatively inexpensive and easy to find, obtain, and administer (Childs,
Baughman, & Keil, 1997).
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Two caveats regarding cognitive ability tests are worth noting. The
first is that cognitive ability tests do not predict turnover (Griffeth et
al., 2000), so agencies should not adopt these measures for the purpose of finding employees who are more likely to stay with the agency.
The second caveat is that cognitive ability tests have the potential to
result in adverse impact (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Roth, Bevier, Bobko,
Switzer, & Tyler, 2001), which is "a substantially different rate of selection in hiring, promotion, or other employment decision which works
to the disadvantage of members of a race, sex, or ethnic group" (Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, 1979, p. 11,998). This different rate of selection for certain groups stems from systematic differences in average test scores between groups; blacks and Hispanics
typically receive lower scores than whites (Roth et al., 2001).Although
the reasons for these differences remain undetermined, the important
thing to bear in mind is that cognitive ability tests provide equally
accurate predictions of subsequent job performance, despite test score
differences between groups (Schmidt, 2002). Employers who are prepared to demonstrate the predictive ability of the test and establish
that equally valid alternatives have been investigated will be able to
justifY continued use of the test, in spite of its adverse impact.
Alternatively, the most widely accepted means of reducing or eliminating adverse impact while using cognitive ability tests is to administer them in conjunction with additional, noncognitive selection tools
that do not result in subgroup differences, such as the tools discussed
in subsequent sections.
Personality inventories. As their name implies, personality inventories measure a candidate's personality, which is broadly defined as a
stable set of tendencies and characteristics that determine people's
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors across time (Maddi, 1996).
Contemporary personality researchers generally agree that differences
in personality can be comprehensively captured in five basic dimensions, known as the Big Five factors: (1) conscientiousness, or being
dependable, responsible, hardworking, and organized; (2) extraversion,
the degree to which one is sociable, gregarious, and assertive; (3) emotional stability, characterized by being secure, calm, and tolerant of
stress; (4) agreeableness, or being cooperative, courteous, flexible, and
tolerant; and (5) openness to experience, defined as being imaginative,
curious, creative, and broad-minded (Barrick & Mount, 1991;
McCrae & Costa, 1994).
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Research indicates that personality measures can predict a variety
of job outcomes, including training success (Barrick & Mount, 1991;
Hurtz & Donovan, 2000),job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991;
Hurtz & Donovan, 2000;Tett,Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991), organizational citizenship behaviors (discretionary cooperative and helpful
behaviors outside of formal role tasks) (Borman, Penner, Allen, &
Motowidlo, 2001), job satisfaction (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Dilchert,
2005), deviant behaviors (Salgado, 2002), and turnover (Salgado, 2002).
Although many of the Big Five factors predict job-related outcomes, conscientiousness has generally emerged as the strongest predictor across occupations and job performance criteria (Barrick &
Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Employees who are high in
conscientiousness are more likely to succeed in training, perform well
on the job, and engage in cooperative, helpful behaviors that benefit
the organization than employees who are low in conscientiousness.
These employees are also less likely to engage in deviant behaviors and
less likely to leave the organization.
The remaining four factors do not appear to have stable patterns
of relationships with job outcomes. Emotional stability often predicts
overall performance in a number of settings, but to a lesser degree
than conscientiousness (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001). For different job types, the relative predictive strength of the four factors tends
to vary (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). For example, for managers, extraversion is almost as important as conscientiousness, whereas for customer service employees, agreeableness is
the next best predictor. Broad-scale analyses of the role of personality in different job types have not included human services jobs, so it
is unclear how the five factors relate to job outcomes in these settings.
There is some indication that for jobs requiring service-oriented
interpersonal interaction, agreeableness is a useful performance predictor, especially when performance is measured specifically in terms
of interpersonal interaction (Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 1998). A
study conducted by the authors revealed preliminary support for the
applicability of these findings to child welfare. Among a sample of
child protective service workers, agreeableness was the best predictor
of task performance and organizational citizenship behaviors, especially at early stages of employment (Graef et al., 2002). Employees
who were high in agreeableness were more likely to receive high performance ratings on such tasks as consulting, collaborating with other
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professionals, communicating and sharing information with families,
and involving families in planning.
Although research on the use ofpersonality tests to predict job performance began more than 100 years ago, consensus about what to
measure and how emerged only over the last 20 years (Barrick, Mount,
& Judge, 2001). A number of psychometrically sound personality tests
are now commercially available. Some are intended for use in a variety of settings, such as clinical, educational, and work settings, whereas
others are intended specifically for measuring personality in the context of work (Kroeck & Brown, 2004). These tests can be significantly
more expensive than cognitive ability tests, but they provide additional
predictive value when combined with cognitive ability tests (Schmidt
& Hunter, 1998) and generally result in little or no adverse impact on
their own (Hough, Oswald, & Ployhart, 2001).
Integrity tests. The general intent of integrity tests is to assess applicants' honesty, reliability, and work ethics. Research shows that these
tests predict training performance (Ones &Viswesvaran, 1998), overall job performance, and a variety of counterproductive behaviors, such
as lateness, absenteeism, disciplinary problems, theft, violence, and
turnover, especially for low- and high-complexity jobs (Ones,
Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993).
Integrity tests are often divided into two types: overt tests and
personality-based tests (Sackett, Burris, & Callahan, 1989). Overt, or clear
purpose, tests directly assess (1) attitudes toward dishonesty and (2) personal history of dishonest or illegal behaviors. Personality-based, or
disguised or veiled purpose, tests make no direct reference to honesty or
integrity. Instead, they assess typical personality dimensions, mostly
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability, that predict
employee dishonesty and counterproductive behaviors (Wanek,
Sackett, & Ones, 2003). Although there are similarities between the
two types of tests, there are enough differences to suggest that they are
not perfect substitutes for one another. For example, both types are
vulnerable to faking and coaching effects, but personality-based measures appear to be less susceptible to attempted distortions than overt
tests. Conversely, test takers perceive overt tests to be more job-related
than personality-based tests.
Integrity tests have historically been used most often in servicerelated industries, especially retail. There is some indication that
integrity tests have been used in human service settings, although it is
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unclear whether they have been used for personnel selection in child
protection. Whereas retail and other service industries use integrity
tests largely for the purpose of preventing theft, child welfare agencies
may find them useful for predictingjob performance and other coun- .
terproductive behaviors such as absenteeism, abuse of sick leave, or
excessive expense reimbursement.
Measures of honesty or integrity have been commercially available
for many decades, but their popularity expanded significantly in the
last two decades after federal legislation prohibited the use of preemployment polygraphs. Depending on the publisher, tests may be
administered via paper and pencil, phone, or the Internet. As is the
case with personality tests, integrity tests are often much more expensive than cognitive ability tests, but they provide additional predictive
value when combined with cognitive ability tests (Ones &Viswesvaran,
1998) and result in no adverse impact on their own (Sackett et aI.,
1989). Published tests vary somewhat in their focus (Wanek et aI.,
2003), and it is unclear at this time which tests better predict different job outcomes. Agencies interested in this type of test will need to
identifY which test is likely to best meet their needs and confirm its
predictive ability through analysis of agency data.
Critical thinking tests. Research on the meaning and assessment of
critical thinking is sorely lacking, especially in the context of employment settings. One of the more broadly held definitions describes
critical thinking as purposeful, self-regulatory judgment that results
in interpretation, analysis, evaluation, inference, and explanation
(Facione, 1990). These include such important behaviors as clarifYing
and determining the significance of information, analyzing and assessing the credibility of information presented to support a claim or
point of view, formulating multiple alternatives for resolving a problem, drawing appropriate conclusions, and explaining or justifYing
decision processes.
People who have the capacity to think critically are frequently
described as having critical thinking skills, and there is supporting evidence that the capacity to think critically can be acquired through
learning. However, scholars in this area also believe there are elements
of knowledge, cognitive ability, attitude, and personality that contribute
to critical thinking. Preliminary research supports these assertions,
showing that cognitive ability and openness to experience are both
positively correlated with critical thinking (Clifford, Boufal, & Kurtz,
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2004). However, they do not fully explain individual differences in
critical thinking, which suggests that critical thinking is a unique construct that has the potential to forecast job outcomes in ways that other
tests cannot.
The number of available critical thinking tests is quite small and,
because most of them were designed to evaluate the success of training or education in critical thinking, there has been minimal evaluation of their ability to predict future job outcomes. Research on the
most widely used test of critical thinking for personnel selection shows
that critical thinking (measured as inference, recognition of assumptions, deduction, interpretation, and evaluation of arguments) predicts
supervisory ratings of problem solving, decision making, and overall
job performance (Watson & Glaser, 2006).
The important decisions made every day in child welfare require
workers to be competent critical thinkers. Human service professions
call for collecting, processing, and organizing information; deciding
on causes; making predictions about outcomes; and evaluating progress
(Gambrill, 2005). A job analysis of child protective services work by
the first author highlighted the need for such skills as sorting relevant
from irrelevant information, thinking rationally and objectively, and
making difficult decisions based on accurate gathering of information.
Subsequent evaluation of the predictive ability of a measure of critical thinking revealed that workers who had high critical thinking
scores were more likely to receive high performance ratings on such
tasks as communicating information, composing reports, evaluating
and monitoring safety and progress, and preparing plans with families
(Graef et al., 2002).
Critical thinking skills appear to be an important qualification for
child welfare workers, but the test options for measuring these skills
are severely limited at this time. Preliminary research with one available test, however, offers promise for the use of critical thinking tests
for personnel selection.

WOrk Samples and Situational Exercises
The second category of innovative selection techniques includes
those involving an actual sample or realistic simulation of a portion
of the work performed on the job. A candidate's performance on
these constructed tasks is typically evaluated against a standard derived
from the judgments of SMEs or against performance levels known
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to differentiate successful and unsuccessful employees. Work samples
can involve motor activity, such as requiring firefighter applicants to
move ladders or carry a heavy hose, or verbal activity, such as requiring a candidate to produce a written report or lead a discussion.
Often, a collection of work samples and situational activities is assembled for selection of high-level management positions; this is called
an assessment center. Thornton and Mueller-Hanson (2004) provide
an excellent guide to developing a variety of organizational simulations. A few examples of the use of situational exercises in child welfare settings follow.
In-basket tests. As the name suggests, an in-basket test consists of a
set of standardized materials designed to simulate the contents of the
in-basket of the target job. Applicants respond to the various materials as needed, and independent raters evaluate and score their responses.
Examples of the types of materials in an in-basket test include memos,
phone messages, reports, and requests for action. Materials can be presented in a paper or electronic format. Candidates must decide how
to respond to each piece of information in an appropriate manner,
such as by writing a reply or listing the actions they would take. These
decisions typically must be made within a specified time limit. An inbasket test can also be used to observe how an applicant responds to
deadlines and pressure, although that need not be an inherent element
of the test. Development of the materials .and scoring protocols
requires extensive work and involvement ofSMEs. In-basket tests can
be administered in individual or group settings, and once the materials have been developed, the administration and scoring process is relatively straightforward (Thornton & Mueller-Hanson, 2004). One
potential disadvantage of in-basket tests is the length of time they
require; on average, in-basket tests typically last between two and three
hours (Thornton & Mueller-Hanson, 2004). Although not designed
for selection purposes, the authors developed an in-basket test for one
agency to evaluate child welfare trainee skills in intake decision making (Graef, Rohde, & Potter, 2002), and trainee reactions to the simulation were extremely positive.
Situational judgment tests. Situational judgment tests present applicants with brief descriptions of problems like those that occur on the
job and require applicants to indicate how they would or should
respond to the situation (see McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan,
Campion, & Braverman, 2001, for a review; additionally, for practical
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suggestions on development, see Hanson & Ramos, 1996; Motowidlo,
Hanson, & Crafts, 1997; and Weekley & Ployhart, 2006). These tests
simulate the decision-making situations that applicants are likely to
encounter on the job. It is important to remember that these simulations do not necessarily mirror the job; instead, they present hypothetical problems in a work-related context. As with situational
interviews, applicants respond to a hypothetical scenario. Instead of
constructing a response, however, applicants must choose or evaluate
various solutions, which are scored in comparison to responses
endorsed by high-performing job experts. Unlike an interview, situational judgment tests can be administered in a written, video-based,
or computer-based format.
Situational judgment tests have proven very effective for predictingjob performance (McDaniel et al., 2001), especially when the test
is based on a job analysis. Because situational judgment tests by definition deal with applicants' responses to specialized, job-related situations, however, they are only useful when customized for a specific
job (Hanson & Ramos, 1996). Thus, it is unlikely that a generic, offthe-shelf test will meet the needs of child welfare agencies searching
for an appropriate measure. Rather, agencies should develop specialized instruments. In collaboration with one agency, the authors are
developing a written situational judgment test intended to assess a
number of entry-level KSAOs for child protection work.
The process for developing a situational judgment test parallels the
process of developing a structured interview. SMEs should generate
relevant scenarios and potential solutions based on the results of the
job analysis. If the test is intended for use in selecting new employees,
test developers should take care to ensure that test items do not require
knowledge that applicants would not have, such as employer-specific
information gained through on-the-job training.
Test items on a situational judgment test generally follow one of
two formats. Applicants either choose the correct solution from a list
of possibilities or evaluate each of several solutions along a continuum
of effectiveness, ranging from very effective to very ineffective. The
interpersonal situations typically presented in a situational judgment
test are often complex, and rarely is only one answer clearly correct.
Consequently, development of a scoring key can involve a host of technical issues (see Weekley & Ployhart, 2006).
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Biographical Information
The final type of innovative selection tool is based upon applicants'
biographical information, or biodata (see Guion, 1998; Stokes &
Cooper, 2004; or Stokes, Mumford, & Owens, 1994, for review).
Biodata instruments assess an applicant's previous life experiences,
targeting those past experiences that are predictive of future jobrelevant behaviors (Stokes & Cooper, 2004). A biodata instrument
can take one of several different forms; the most common forms
include an expanded version of a job application blank and an inventory comprised of multiple choice and/or true-false questions.
Through extensive research, an optimal scoring key is developed and
validated, and then this key is used to score subsequent applicants'
responses to the items. This type of selection tool is typically multidimensional, assessing a variety of cognitive and non-cognitive
dimensions, such as past behaviors, attitudes, skills, values, and interests (Stokes & Cooper, 2004). Questions may probe applicants' previous work and life experiences, such as education, hobbies or
interests, school activities, and work projects.
One of the defining characteristics ofbiodata items is that they are
historical; that is, they focus on past events that are theorized to have
shaped the person's behavior and identity (Mael, 1991). Beyond this,
however, biodata experts diverge in their thinking about what constitutes an optimal biodata item and the underlying theoretical constructs
they purport to measure. For example, Mael's taxonomy (1991) suggests that biodata items measure applicant behaviors that have occurred
in the past and were observable by others, objective (i.e., factual), discrete in nature (i.e., occurred within a given time period), under the
applicant's control, not of a personal nature (items should be noninvasive), and clearly related to the job. Mumford, Stokes, and Owens
(1990) propose an ecology model, and a number of extensions of this
model exist (e.g., Dean, Craig, & Muchinsky, 1999; see Stokes &
Cooper, 2004, for further discussion).
Research in a wide variety of job settings has demonstrated that
biodata instruments are highly effective predictors of many jobrelevant outcomes, including job performance, training success,
employee theft, and tenure (Stokes & Cooper, 2004). Published reports
of biodata use in child welfare selection, however, are nonexistent,
although there is no reason to expect that biodata would not be equally
useful for these types of jobs. Biodata instruments tend to have low
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adverse impact and thus are useful measures to include in selection
systems (Stokes & Cooper, 2004), particularly in conjunction with
measures such as cognitive ability tests, which have a tendency for
higher levels of adverse impact (Hough, Oswald, & Ployhart, 2001).
There is some debate among biodata experts regarding legal and
ethical standards that should be applied to the development ofbiodata
questions. While it is clear that items such as marital status or age are
not legally defensible, limitations regarding other types of item content are not as straightforward. For example, asking applicants whether
they were captain of the high school football team (as an indicator of
their leadership experience) may be problematic due to the lack of
equal access to this activity for women, individuals of small stature, or
applicants from schools that lack the resources to field a team (Stokes
& Cooper, 2004). Several resources explore these complex issues in
depth and provide guidance on these and numerous other psychometric and validation issues (Guion, 1998; Mael, 1991; Stokes &
Cooper, 2004; Stokes, Mumford, & Owens, 1994).
All told, developing an effective biodata instrument requires a high
level of technical expertise. Not only is the item-generation task complicated, developing the key and validating the instrument require large
sample sizes and sophisticated statistical knowledge. Thus, the best
option for child welfare agencies interested in using biodata may be
to search for an existing biodata instrument that measures the life
experiences hypothesized to relate to child welfare competence and
validate it for the job in question. A number of commercially available instruments and item pools exist; while they can serve as a useful starting point for the development of a customized biodata
inventory, potential users should be aware that these instruments may
be of limited value if they do not probe for the specific life experiences that are relevant precursors of child welfare attitudes, skills, values, and interests.

Choosing and Evaluating Selection Tools
When creating a selection process, agencies can either acquire off-theshelf tools or develop their own selection tools. Regardless of the
source, it is important that the choice be based on the job requirements and that the agency evaluates the tool's effectiveness. The following sections discuss how to select and evaluate a selection tool.
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Selection Tool Sources
Many resources exist for employers who want to purchase an off-theshelf selection tool.
The most useful resources for finding a commercially available test
include the test reference books published by the Buros Institute of
Mental Measurements and by Pro-Ed, Inc. The Buros Institute publishes Tests in Print (TIP) and the Mental Measurements Yearbook (MMY).
TIP is a comprehensive listing of all commercially available tests. It
provides descriptive information about each test, such as purpose, publisher, administration times, and price. Seven editions ofTIP have been
published since 1961, and new editions are produced approximately
every three to five years. Each edition includes all tests available at the
time of publishing, so the most recent volume provides comprehensive, current test information; users need not refer to older volumes
for current information. The MMY provides similar descriptive information, but is supplemented by evaluative information to help consumers make informed decisions about test selection. Each test is
typically reviewed by two independent reviewers, who have completed
terminal degrees in the field of testing and measurement. A total of 17
MMYs have been published since 1938, and a new volume is now
produced every 18 to 24 months. Only new or revised tests are
included in new volumes, so reviews for many popular tests are located
in older volumes. More information on TIP and the MMY is located
at www.unl.edu/buros.
Pro-Ed, Inc. also produces two test references, Tests and Test
Critiques. Tests is similar to TIP, in that it provides only descriptive information. Five editions have been published since 1983, and new editions are produced approximately every five years. Test Critiques
resembles the MMY and includes both descriptive and evaluative
information of the most frequently used tests in psychology, education, and business. A total of 11 editions of Test Critiques have been
published since 1984, and a new edition is produced approximately
every year or two. No edition of either reference includes all currently
available tests, so users may need to refer to older volumes to find a
certain test. The index of each edition lists all previously reviewed tests
and where they can be located. More information can be found at
www.proedinc.com.
All four test references can be found in the reference section of many
college and public libraries or can be purchased through the publisher's
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website. For an excellent summary of typical questions and answers
regarding how to find information about psychological tests, see the
American Psychological Association's website at www.apa.org/science/faq-findtests.html.
Many considerations, such as cost and effectiveness, influence the
decision to purchase an existing test or develop one's own (see Guion,
1998, and Childs et aI., 1997, for a review). Using an off-the-shelf
measure tends to be cheaper, but homemade tests can be equally, if not
more, effective because they are custom made for the job.
Organizations typically choose to develop, rather than purchase, selection tools when alternate forms, updated tests, or commercially available tests do not exist for the intended construct. For example, the
constructs described in the tests and inventories section of this chapter (i.e., cognitive ability, personality, integrity, and critical thinking)
are probably best assessed through commercially available tools, whereas
work samples and situational exercises should be developed for the job
in question. All test development should be conducted by experienced
and knowledgeable test developers with the help of SMEs.

Evaluating Selection Tools
Organizations should always evaluate the usefulness of a selection tool.
For practical and legal reasons, employers must consider whether their
tools actually improve the quality of their hiring decisions. One way
of evaluating a selection tool is to look for evidence of the tool's validity. Broadly speaking, validity refers to the appropriateness or meaningfulness of inferences made from the scores or results of selection
tools. Therefore, despite frequent misperceptions, a selection tool or
test is not, in and of itself, either valid or invalid-the conclusions made
from test results are either valid or invalid. Do not be misled by assertions that a hiring tool is "valid" and therefore ready for immediate
use. The use of a particular tool in one situation could be valid, whereas
use of the same tool in a different situation might not be valid.
Several types of evidence can demonstrate that an employer has
reached appropriate conclusions about the meaning of selection tool
scores. One way to ensure the validity of a selection tool is to develop
the tool on the basis of a thorough job analysis. This type of validity
evidence is known as content validity. A selection tool with content
validity samples knowledge and skills necessary for job performance;
in other words, the content of the test or tool matches the content of
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the job. For example, properly developing an RJP, an interview, or a
situational exercise from the results of a job analysis will show evidence of content validity. To do so, it is important to follow wellestablished methods ofjob analysis, as recommended at the beginning
of the chapter. Furthermore, it is best to reserve the content validity
approach for selection tools that measure KSAOs that are closely tied
to observable job-related behaviors (Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, 1979). For unobservable characteristics, such as personality traits, other types of validity evidence are required.
When content validity evidence is inappropriate or unavailable, as
is often the case with commercially available tools, an alternative type
of validity evidence should be established. Criterion-related validity is
demonstrated when an empirical relationship is established between
the selection tool and subsequent job outcomes. A selection tool with
criterion-related validity is statistically related to some criterion, or
job-relevant outcome or behavior, such as attendance, performance,
or tenure. For example, statistical analyses might reveal that applicants'
scores on a test of cognitive abilities relate to job performance ratings provided by their supervisors. Alternatively, applicants' scores on
a structured interview might relate to turnover. When criterionrelated validity is established, scores on the selection tool accurately
forecast an outcome of interest and can therefore be used as the basis
for hiring decisions.
Conducting a criterion-related validation study is a timeconsuming and technically detailed process. The first step is to take
great care in choosing or developing the selection tool, taking into
account the recommendations that have been made throughout the
chapter. Although ajob analysis is not necessary to establish criterionrelated validity, completing one as the basis for choosing and developing a selection tool will increase the chances of finding an empirical
relationship and reduce the likelihood of wasted time and energy. Thus ,
it is strongly recommended.
The second step is to identify the job-related outcome that the
selection tool is intended to predict. Ifjob-specific activities or behaviors are important to predict, the results of a job analysis should be
used to develop a means of assessing these behaviors. For example, if
the outcome of interest is job performance, the job analysis will
reveal the critical tasks that should be included in a performance
appraisal. If more objective and broadly applicable outcomes, such as
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absenteeism, tenure, or turnover are important, the results of a job
analysis will not be particularly useful, but it will still be important to
ensure that these data are reliable, accurate, and accessible. The likelihood of establishing criterion-related validity rests on the scientific
soundness of both the selection tool and the outcome of interest. Poor
outcome measures can reduce one's ability to establish the validity of
even a good selection tool. Thus, equal attention should be dedicated
to the measurement of the outcome of interest as to the development
of the selection tool.
The next step is to administer the selection tool to a large number
of people, either applicants or current employees, and to obtain data
on the outcome of interest (e.g. , performance) for each of those people. If current employees provide data for the selection tool, data on
the outcome of interest can be collected at the same time. For applicants, though, data on the outcome of interest is collected after the
selection tool is administered and the applicant is hired. (Note that
applicants should not be hired on the basis of their scores on the selection tool being validated). It is best to wait a reasonable amount of
time before collecting the outcome of interest. For example, for performance, it should be long enough for the employee to become
familiar with the job. For turnover, data collection should occur when
turnover is expected or has been seen in the past. The last step in the
criterion-related validation is to calculate the statistical relationship
between the selection tool scores and the outcome of interest.
It is important to note that the responsibility to establish and provide validity evidence for any selection tool in use falls on the tool
user. As noted above, the main approaches would be through conducting a content and/or criterion-related validity study described
above. As an exception to this responsibility, the use of existing validity evidence may be acceptable when it is clear that the job in question and the job originally studied are very similar in terms of job
behaviors, performance standards, and work methods (Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, 1979).
Regardless of the approach chosen, there are a few things to keep
in mind when beginning a validation study. First, data collection can
be time consuming. The good news is that many organizations will
have the internal capacity to administer a job analytic survey and the
selection tool and to gather the outcome of interest data. Second, test
validation and the associated statistical analyses require a considerable
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amount of knowledge and expertise. It is a wise idea to solicit advice
and guidance from someone with experience in this area. To learn
more about the technical and legal standards for the development, validation, and proper use of tests, three essential resources to consult are
the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American
Educational Research Association, American Psychological
Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education,
1999), the Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures (Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, 1978; www.uniformguidelines.com) and the Principles for the Validation and Use oj Personnel
Selection Procedures (SlOP, 2003; www.siop.org).
Last, additional steps are required to implement a selection tool
after its validity has been established in the organization. For example,
questions about the scores remain after determining validity. What
constitutes a good score? What constitutes a poor score? Where do
you draw the line? The selection tool score that differentiates good
candidates from poor candidates is called a cutoff score or cut score.
Unfortunately for practitioners, setting cut scores is both a science and
an art. A variety of factors must be taken into consideration, including the size of the applicant pool, the number of job openings, standards of job performance, the predictive ability of the selection tool,
costs, and in some cases, the law. No universal method for establishing cut scores exists, and a number of acceptable methods are available, depending on the type of validity evidence available for the tooL
A statistician can easily calculate cutoff scores if criterion-related validity exists, however, the process is less straightforward in the case of content validity. In either case, outside assistance is available for those who
are unfamiliar with the options (e.g., through consultation with 1-0
psychologists found at a university or through SlOP at www.siop.org).

Fairness in Selection
Several cautions about fairness apply to the use of any selection tooL
First, the tool must not result in adverse impact, and thereby disproportionately screen out members of a protected group (i.e., race, gender, religion, or national origin). If members of a protected class are
underrepresented in a particular job or class of jobs, an organization
may be required to defend its selection process. To successfully defend
a selection practice that results in adverse impact, an employer must
show that the test is valid for selection and that alternative, equally
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valid measures with less adverse impact have been considered. Adverse
impact can be a problem not only from a legal standpoint, however,
but also from an organizational perspective, as a diverse workforce may
improve child protection work.
Second, the selection tool must be equally predictive for all
groups. To the extent that criterion-related validity is established, the
empirical relationship between the selection tool and target outcome
must be the same for all applicants, regardless of group membership.
That is, it is not appropriate to use a selection tool that only forecasts future performance for one group and not for another group.
Moreover, a given score must also forecast the same outcome for all
applicants, regardless of group membership. In other words, scores
must not systematically overestimate or underestimate future job performance for members of certain groups. If a specific score on a selection procedure has a different implication for future performance for
one group than it does for another group, the test is considered unfair.
Assessing this type of fairness requires more sophisticated statistical
analyses than those required for assessing adverse impact, so agencies
without this internal expertise should consult a statistician familiar
with these standards.
Third, the selection tool, process, and standards used with one applicant must be used for all applicants for that job. In other words, all things
being equal, it would be inappropriate, and could be legally actionable,
to pick and choose which applicants complete certain tools or to
impose different standards on different applicants. One exception to
this very important rule is the use of a multiple-hurdle selection process.
For example, it is acceptable to administer an expensive personality test
only to those applicants who first pass a knowledge test.
In addition to legal and statistical definitions of fairness, applicant
perceptions of fairness are also important to consider. Applicants are
bound to have any variety of thoughts and feelings about a selection
method and process, and it is important to understand and manage
these reactions and their effects.Applicants frequently evaluate, among
other things, the type of selection method, the extent to which the
test appears to be related to the job, how well they were personally
treated during the process, how much information they received
throughout the process, and the accuracy of the test results and subsequent personnel decisions. When applicants experience perceptions
of unfairness, their test performance can suffer, they are likely to view
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the organization as less attractive, and are less likely to intend to recommend the organization to others or to accept job offers
(Hausknecht, Day, & Thomas, 2004).
Generally speaking, perceptions of unfairness are associated with
certain types of selection tools more often than others. Applicants
respond most favorably to interviews, work samples, resumes, and references. Cognitive ability tests, personality tests, and biodata result in
moderately favorable reactions, and integrity tests are perceived less
favorably. Although it is important to consider applicants' perceptions
about the tests, it is not wise to sacrifice validity for the sake of perceived fairness. Instead, perceptions of fairness can be improved by
writing items or choosing a test with items that more obviously relate
to the job requirements. In addition, treating each applicant with
respect and dignity throughout the selection process, offering adequate
explanations for the procedures, and allowing opportunities for appeal
will increase fairness perceptions (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).

Summary and Recommendations
A number of strategies improve recruitment and selection processes
and outcomes. With any of the strategies, an agency should conduct a
job analysis to determine the core job tasks and the human attributes
required to perform these tasks.These results will provide a solid foundation on which the agency can build a variety of personnel systems.
Organizations interested in targeting retention through recruitment
efforts are encouraged to consider the merits of an RJP, which presents both the positive and negative aspects of the job. This approach
provides applicants with realistic expectations and encourages them to
self-select out of the hiring process at an early stage if they discover
that the job is not what they expected or desired.
Past efforts to identify candidates who are most likely to succeed
and stay with an organization have included the use of applications,
reference checks, and interviews. Advice on how to capitalize on the
strengths of these traditional measures includes recommendations to
expand applications and structure interviews. The supplementalapplication captures specific,job-relevant educational, work, and life experiences that reveal information about a candidate's knowledge and
skills. A properly developed structured interview can provide reliable
and predictive information about job applicants' potential for success.
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A host of innovative hiring strategies also exist as potential additions to a selection system. Empirical research has shown that measures designed to assess cognitive ability, personality, integrity, critical
thinking skills, decision-making skills, situational judgment, and biographical data can help practitioners identify candidates who will do
well and stay with the organization.
Agencies should establish the efficacy of any personnel intervention, including recruitment and selection, through evaluation. One of
the primary indicators of a selection tool's usefulness is its validity.
Validity is not a characteristic inherent to a selection test or tool.
Rather, one must demonstrate either content or criterion-related
validity for the particular use of a tool.
Agencies should always implement selection tools in a way that
maximizes the actual and perceived fairness of the tools and the overall selection process. Ideally, such tools should result in decisions that
do not adversely affect members of a particular gender, racial, ethnic,
or religious group. In addition, the selection tool should predict equally
well for all applicant groups, and the process and standards should be
the same for every applicant. Finally, applicants will react most favorably if the selection process appears to be job-related and if the organization treats them with dignity and respect.
The innovations in selection and recruitment presented here represent a number of promising ways to improve child welfare staff performance and retention. It is important to remember that this is just
one approach, however, and not a panacea for all organizational ills.
Other strategies that target areas such as the quality of supervision may
be implemented in concert with improvements to the recruitment
and selection process. A thorough diagnosis of the organization is an
essential first step and will guide the choice of solutions by more
clearly revealing the causes of performance and turnover.
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